U.S. Patent Application Serial No, 10/803.032 
Atnenrfnient dated October 7, 2010 

Reply to Final Rejectjon of Jiwje 1, 2010 and Advisory Acttou of August 19, 2010 
REMARKS 

This Reply is responsive to the final Office Action' dated June 7, 2010 and to the 
Advisory Action dated August 19, 2010 mid is the submission under an RCE. Claims 1, 
3, 5-10, 1 3-1 S, 22-32 and 34-36 were presented for examination an^d were rejected. 
C'laim 35 is canceled without prejudice or disclaimer. Claims 2, 4, 1 L, 12, 19-21 ., and 33 
were previously canceled. Claitiis i, 10, 18, 28 and 34 are amended. iNew claims 37-55 
are added. No new matter is added; support for the cJaim amendments and tJie new 
claims is found in tiie application as filed; see at least paragraphs [0029] and [0039] and 
Figs. 4, 6 and 8. Claims 1, 10, 18, 28, 34, 37, 44, 51 -.52 and 55 are independent claiiiijs. 
Claims 1, 3, 5-iO, 13-18, 22-32,34, 36 and 37-55 are pending. 

The Retections: 

Claims 1, 3, 5, 9, 28, 30-32, and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
un-patentable over Farris et al, U.S. Patent No. 5,751,789 (referred to hereinafter as 
"Farris") in \'iew of Gerszberg et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,714,534 (referred to hereinafter as 
"Gerszberg"). 

Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C, §l03(a) as being un-patentable over Farris in 
views of Gerszberg aiid well known Prior Art (MPEP 2144.05). 



! ^ 11. oMm Wtiot mA\ tofilamiiitiinihtrof siiJt^iiicii!sduu<iat.n/n^ iix ukd dvu Kts iiUi tbct.lttni'. Ahivh 
\pi>Ut,rfi3;t ini\ Jioi t\pn.s4\ iiJeHlth htiem ktj.tirUk'vs "i wKliiu oi iwi m\ Mich h «<.«icnt ][■> tdojtitii-iJ hus.i!) 
\pphuinT <iots not auknwtttdlh' sub-^aibc to or 4tquie\t,e m am MH-h staten ei \ \ luthcr -.lioKt jejjard to 
KjCv not) i>f .) def)i.ntf<.rt \.\im\ « } eji lU m <.tq5>.nJs d atlK or tndtret th imm » mdeptatJetit i.U m ^\ fiK h 
\ppUi.*iBt <ivi.ni-. .iikmibiv i»» k- ino isjwoMdtti }eren )s Jtiijii t.Nti.tdi.1. titsath r^jettfon oi th,K vkpttideni <.Umi 
butisiuto^iitoiiK \ppfK.inUti<t ^uuh puvtouNh kxi^iJ itfi.'i.fMn) is muot ht^vii on luffiasksatidt n d« st 
presented hei^n relative to thai mdepesKient clains. 
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Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being mi-patentable over Farris in 
view of Gerszberg, and Etireth U.S. Patent No. 6,246,750 B1 (referred to hereinafter as 
"Ehreth"). 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being un~patemabie over Farris in 
views of Gerszberg and McKenna et al U.S. Patent No. 6,829,486 B2 (referred to 
hereinafter as "McKenna"). 

Claims 10, 17, 18 and 23-26 are rejected under 35 IIS.C. § 103(a) as being uji- 
patentable over Cardina et ai., U.S. 2004/02 i 4569 Al (referred to hereinafter as 
"Cardina") in view of Gerszberg. 

Claims 14-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being im-patentable over 
Cardina in views of Gerszberg and Sawada, U.S. 2005/0148315 Al (refeixed to 

hereinafter as "Sawada"). 

Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §i03(a) as being un-patentable over Cardina 
in views of Gerszberg and McKenna. 

Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §i03(a) as being un-patentable over Farris in 
views of Gerszberg and Patron et a!., (U.S. 2005/0063333 Al) (referred to hereinafter as 
"Patron"). 

C^laims 13 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) as being im-patentable 
over Cardina in views of Gerszberg and further in view of well knowii prior art (MPEP 
2144.05). 

Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being nn-patentabie over Knight 
in view of Gei'szberg. 
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Claim 36 is rejected under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) as being im-patentable over Farris in 
views of Gerszberg aiid Chetig et ai., U.S. 2002/0187746 {referred to hereinafter as 
"Chetig"). 

Applicant respectiblly traverses these rejections:, at least because the cited 
referetices taken individuaily or in a«y reasonable combination do not disclose or suggest 
all claim iiraitations of each pending claim for at least the following reasons. 

1. CLAIMS ALLOWABLE IN VIEW OF CITED REFERENCES^ PEFlClENCiES 

Prior to the current amendment, all pending claims read on Applicant's Fig. 8, the 
embodiment requiring tkee separate network interface units (NfU's). Accordingly, 
because of admitted deficiencies relative to a three NIU embodiment in the varioiis 
principal references (Farris, Cardina and Knight), the Examiner cited Gerszberg because 
it shows a reiaying of wireless comraunication via an intermediary tTansceiver, in an 
effort to read each principal reference in combination with Gerszberg on Applicant's 
claims. Thus, all section 103 rejections in the Office Action rely on Gerszberg to teach a 
relaying of wireless communication through an intermediary transceiver. 

However, at least in view of the current claim amendments, Gers/berg (as well as 

all other cited references, discussed below) remains deficient at least because it does not 
disclose or sisggest that its relay transceiver 2503 (Gerszberg, Fig. 2.5) interfaces with a 
subscdber Mtwork, " The only arguable subscriber network shown in Gerszberg is 



2 In nddition i<} tiic ai i;u!)5cu^ prcsctued herein, Apphcani maiatains that: the arguraerrts previously 
presciui^d .lij.iuu-t < krs/berii ;irc ^ aJid and luerrtoj tous. Tiiat «iie claims should haxfe been allowed based on 
such j>ic\ .i!t;\tt))C'n'5 .ind ! heir accompany ma amendinenls. AppMcatit's litrther ameJidraents herein, 
•sUhouuh iijinecvssai} lu applicant \s view, are made to ad\'£»jce tiie prosecution of tliis applicatioit. 
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identified by ISD22/1RG22-1 representing Inteliigent Services X^irector/Megrated 
Residence Gateway. (Gerszberg, Fig, 25: col. 4, line 46 and col. 3, line 4) 

la Gerszberg, Fig. 25, only wireless communication stafioa 2502 can be viewed 
as arguably interfacing with subscriber network ISD22/IRG22~i . Wireless tiansceiver 
2503 is "placed at tap 60" (Gerszberg, col. 33, line 52) which is not the disclosed 
.subscriber network nor any other sub.scriber network, bnt is part of the network service 
provider's upstream infrastructure. The tap lies on the upstream side of cabie 30 which, 
in torn, is on the upstreaiu side of protector block 26. (Gerszberg, Figs. J A and 25) 
Notably, protector block 26 is the line of demaication between the tipstreain 
infra.structure aod the "premise.s." (Gerszberg, col, 17. lines ]0-i2; coi. 14, Imes 20-21) 
Thus the transceiver at wireless coninuinication station 2503 is not interfacing with a 
subscriber network within subscriber premises, but is connected to upstream 
inlrastracture. 

Completing tiie Gerszberg transceiver picture, wireless transceiver 2501 is 

hardwired to C-FMP 32-1 (Cable Faciiitie.^s .Management Platfomi) located at the network 
service provider's central office. (Gerszberg, Fig. 25; coi 5, lines 7-S) Thus, wireless 
transceiver 2501 also does not interface with a subscriber network within subscriber 
premises. 

However, all of Applicant's pending claims now call for transceivers (plural), 
each of which interfaces with, respectively, its own subscriber network. Applicant 
submits that Gerszberg, which shows no more than one such transceiver, i.s not an 
elective reference against Applicants' claims for at least this reason. In addition. 
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Applicant Tnaintains that Gerszberg is not aa effective reference for reasons previousiy 

given in previous responses. 

Furthemiore, all of tiie other cited references do not cure this deficiency in 
Gerszberg, For example, consider the principal references Farris, Cardina and Knight, ^ 

Farm : In addition to the deficiencies of Farris admitted in the Office Action 
(e.g.. Office Action, pg. 4), Farris shows no more tiiaii a wireless connection from SNID 
19 at customer premises to network services provider's base station 29 ( Fanis, Fig. 1), 
which shows no more than Gerszberg, and thus does not cure this deficiency in 
Gerszberg. 

Car^im: Similarly, in addition to the deficiencies of Cardina admitted in the 
Office Action (e.g.. Office Action, pgs 14-15), Cardina's Fig. 1 shows no more than a 

wireless connection from customer premises 104 to mobile telephone switching office 
1 10 (MfSO 1 10) which, again, does not cure this deficiency in Gerszberg. 

Knighi: In addition to the deficiencies of Knight admitted in the Office Action 
(e.g.. Office Action, pg 23), Knight shows the relaying of cellular communication 
through company service provider infrastructure cell sites 101/1 19 by way of the 

company's microwave hookup ] 09/1 1 3/1 1 6, and not via citstomer premises subscriber 
networks. Customer premises subscriber networks might arguably be associated with 
cellular telephone users 106, 107, 125, 126, (Knight, Fig. 1) But, those users are clearly 
not involved in the relaying of cellulai- commimication. Thus, Knight does not show even 



3 The other applied references: Ekreth, McKenm, Sawada, Patron aM Cheng, cited ibr reasons unrelated 
to this deiiciency, also do not cure this deficiency of Getszherg. 
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one transceiver interfeciiig with one subscriber network vvhicli is used in tiie manner 
recited iti Applicant's claims. Thus, Knigi'it does not core tliis deficiency in Gerszberg. 



With respect to AppiicaiJt's new indepeadeat cJaims, claim 44 reads on 
Applicant's Fig. B, the tbree-NTU embodimem while independent claims 37, 51, 52 and 
55 read on Applicant's Fig 6, the two N lU embodiment:. Applicant believes that it is 
entitled to claims directed to a two NIIJ embodiment as well as a three NIU embodiment. 
Indeed, not only do tiie applied refereiices not show three transceivers respectively 
associated with three subscriber networks, the references taken individually or in auy 
combination do not show even two traasceivers respectively associated witii two 
snbscriber networks. In other words, the intermediate hop throvsgh an intermediate NlU's 
transceiver is not required to avoid reading the pending claims on any combination of the 
cited prior art. Witli this background in mind, consider each independent claim. 



II. Independent Claim I: 

Claim 1 is rejected tinder 35 li.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being un-patentable over 

Farris in view of Gerszberg, Claim 1 reads on Applicant's Fig, S, * For reasons given 
above, neitlier Fairis nor Gerszberg taken individoaily or in any reasonable combination 
disclose or suggest: 

'\vheteni the \s)relesj, tiansceiver is configiued to relay data from another w ireiess 
trmis cencr iatcrfacjng with another subscnbei network that has lost said 
connects it\ to the \n irehnc network due to a p5ob!cm m a i evidence oi pUcc of 
busint\ss of a network subscnbei associated \\ si > said another siii>sciibe{ tictsAoik, 
satd another wireless transceiver being connected to said wiieicss ttatiscci\er 
through no more than one odter wireless transceiver tnterfacing with one otiier 
subscriber network that has also lost said connectivity to the wireline network 



4 Claim 1 reads on Applicant's Fig. 8 wiiich shows iliree wtrekss subscribers or tlirce network 
interface units (NlU's) identified as C and D, The wireless transceiver tor sobscfiber B (riglit-liand aide 
of Fig.) is the recited "wireless traRsceiver." The wireless transceiver for subscriber D (lelt-hand aide of 
Fig.) is the recited "another wireless transceiver" The wireless transcei\'er for suljscriber C (center of Fig.) 
is the recited "«o more tim one other wirele-ss transceiver," 
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when said data ts being reiayed, said anotlier atid said one otkm wireless 
iTansceivers having been wireline-connected to the wireline network during 
normal operation." 

(Emphasis added) Neither Farris nor Gerszberg discloses or suggests at least Applicant's 
wireless transceivers interfacing with subscriber networks as recited, for reasons given 
above, llierefore, the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejection of claim 1 should be withdrawn and 
the claim allowed. 

Dependent claims 3 and 5-9, dependent from claim i, are allowable at least for 
reason^! based on their respective dependencies from allowable claim 1 . 



111. Independent Claim 10: 

Claim 10 is i-ejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being un-patentable 

over Cardina in view of Gerszberg. Claim 10 also reads on Applicant's Fig. 8. Claim 10 
recites, inter alia: 

"(a) providing wireless-connectivity directly between a first 
transceiver associated and interfacing with said first subscriber network of said 
network subscriber and a second transceiver associated and interfacing with a 
second snbscriber network of a network s ubscriber other than said one said more 
than one other network subscriber, and 

(b) providing wireless connectivity directly between said second 
transceiver and a third transceiyer associated and interfacing with a third 
gMl>scjdber netw^ of said one said more riian one other network subscriber" 
(claim 10, emphasis added) 

Cardina and Gerszberg, taken individiially or in any reasonable combination do 
not disclose or suggest at least Applicant's recited transceivers which interface with their 

respective siibscriber networks, for reasons given above. Therefore, tlie 35 U.S.C, 
§ 103(a) rejection of claim 10 should be withdrawn aird the claim allowed. 

Dependent claims 13-17, dependent from claim 10, are allowable at least for 
reasons based on their respective dependencies from allowable claim 10. 
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IV. IitdependeMt Clami 18: 

Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as aHegedly being uti-pateatable 

over Cardina in view of Gers/berg. Claim 18 also reads on Applicant's Fig. 8. Claim 18 
recites Jmer alia: 



' providing backup netwoik conneti \ \ h i one subscnber network for a 
network subbcnbcr basing a resident, oi p <itc ot business said backup 
connecu\ Hs bemu pio\ ided when St sd w ucime v,oraKi.ti\ it^ h s <- nd on^ nude is 
iost doe to a pioblennn vnd residence 01 saul plact. of bus! H s i at^ks- 
notwotk b\ \Micle sK reknm" data dircctiv iiom a inbt transcci aN^o<.]ated 
and iineitacini; v\ith said one subs et ibei netwcnk lo a st-cond iranscent^t 
associated and nitctiainuj; with aiunhe subsciibet ncl\^ork m jIk piiuabt\ oi 
subsLubc! netwoiki whith had an a<.tf\c v\ jr<.!nie ionnevnon lu thi, noinork 
seiMce prosiJer said sei^inid tiansccnei bcuig vkuJ. nK inuicd dsrctiiv to a 
third tianscci\ct as ouatcd and mtedacmg wilh \et another subsutbcr nctv^ork ni 
the plurality of subscnber networks that has an active wneline connection to the 
network service provider." (claim 18. emphasis added) 

Cardina and Gerszberg, taken indtviduaily, or in any reasonable combination, do not 

disclose or suggest at least this limitation for reasons that are the same as, or similar to, 
those given above for allowability of claim 10. For at least these reasons. Applicant 
requests that tlie 35 U.S.C. § .103(a) rejection of claim 18 be vtithdrawn atid the claim 
allowed. 

Dependent claims 22-27, dependent from claim 18, are allowable at least for 
reasons based on their respective dependencies Ixom allowable claim 18. 



V. Indepeadent Claim 28: 

Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) as allegedly being nn-patentable 

over Farris in view of Gerszberg. Claim 28 also reads on Applicant's Fig. 8. Claim 28 

recites, inter aiki: 

"wherein the wireless transceiver intertacing with its re.spective sub,scriber 
network is contlgured to relay data directly from another wireless transceiver in 
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.^nothe; Nit interfacing mOi n<; le-pjgp othe-^ 'HsLMKMKMs\<Mk to w hicb 
UMt'spcvtue one of ^.lid nucistK .i. ^ hi J anotliu '\ uckss 
transccut'i relaying iatddata directK tiom >ct another niielc:>& tuu)i>cci\or m set 
another NIU mteifacmg with tts respective yet another subscnber network that is 
wirelmc-connccted to tlic vna^iiiic network," (claim 28, emphasis added) 

Farris and Gerszberg, taken mdividually, or m any reasonable combination, do not 

disclose or suggest at least this limitation for reasons that at e the same as, or similar to, 
those givea above for aUowabiltty of claim 1, For at least these reasons. Applicant 
requests that the 35 U.S.C. § i03(a) rejection of claim 28 be withdrawn and the claim 
allowed. 

Dependent claims 29-32 and 36, dependetit fioti-! claim 28, are allowable at least 
for reasons based on their respective dependencies from allowable claim 28. 



'VI. ^ I«|depe«de« t Oaim , 34 : 

Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being un-patentable 

over Knight in view of Gerszberg. Claim 34 also reads on Applicant's Fig. 8. Claim 34 
recites, I'meralia: 

" pioMdmg v\hen said fitfet xvircline commim$i.at{on fatK due to a problem juside 
prernis.^ ot soid fn'^t i.'-v s ib-.nbor -ubs*!tutc wtrelnio LoniinunKatiun tor 
said liisl netwoik -.i o-l l^.' H% ^a^ ol -.a d se<.ond ^MIeI!ne t-ontniiiUiLJUDTi h\ 
wircie^sK icia>mg data mdnettl^ between iwo nodoi. ihioogh a thnd nodt„ 
associated with a third network subscnber with failed wireline communication, 
ont of satd t\\o nodes located m said fnst sub^ciiber tietvvork on said pieimses of 
sakl tirst network subscribei and the othet of sani two node^ located m said 
secontl subst,iibtf tietuoik on premise* ot said ■second netvvork ^ub$cttbeI said 
othcf Of '•did fw 0 nodes tcUi\ my: ^ald data w uh sud neiA\otk sct\ Jce pio\ jdei o\ ct 
a wirehno utbciwisc lunmaUv can\ing oniv said -second v\nehne comtnitnitatfon 
satd otie node htuntii a fnsi tianscetver tnierfacing\uih said tiist siih^Lribui 
network '■aid other tiode lia\ u\ i ^^.-^ d traiibcenci mtctta<,tng \s uh Ngid se<-ond 
sub^c^be^ tietv^oik and saul t ir i naMng athnd tia nsceivei tn tetfautng with 
its iespecti\e thud stibscuber nctwuih, \\heiein said wnelessK ield\n)ii data 
mcludes said firi^t tianscen cr \.\ irelessh communicating directly "VMth said third 
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transceiver and said third transceiver wirelessly conimutiicatiag directly with said 
second transceiver." (claim 34, emphasis added) 

Knight and Gerszberg, taken individuaiiy, or in any reasonable combination, do not 

disclose or suggest at least this limitation for reasons given above, indeed. Knight does 

not teach transceivers interfacing witii subscriber networks in its disciosnre, and 

Gers/.berg does not teach more than one transceiver interfacing with a subscriber network 

in its disclostjre. For at least these reasons. Applicant respectfully requests tliat the 35 

U.S.C. § 103(a) rejection of claim 34 be witlidrawn and the claim allowed, 

VII: New Independent Claim 37: 

Claim 37 reads on Applicant's Fig. 6. Claim 37 recites, hmr alia: 

"a first wirelifte connection lo a Firsi subsci iber IncaiioTJ having a first subscriber 
network; a first network interface unit (NIU) at the first subscriber location, the 

first NIU including; a first wireless traitscei ver; and a second 

wireline connection to a second subscriber location having a second subscriber 
network, wherein the second subscriber location is remote from the first 
subscriber iocaiion; and a second N HI at the second subscriber location, the 
second NIU inchiding: a second xvireless transceiver' 

None of the cited references, taken individuaiiy or in atiy reasonable combination, 

disclose or suggest Applicant's recited subject matter as highlighted above, much less 

when taken in the fuM context of claim 37. None of the references show or imply two 

different wirelessly-l inked transceivers, each associated, respectively, with one of two 

subscriber networks. For at least these reasotis, c\mm 37 is allowable over tlie cited 

references. 

Depettdetitt ciaims 38-43, dependent from claim 37, are ailowable at least for 
reasons based on their respective dependencies from allowable claim 37. 
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VIII; New ladepenctent Claim 44: 

Claim 44 reads on Applicant's Fig. 8. Claim 44 recites, inier alkr. 



"a first wireline connection to a first subscriber iocatioii ha\ing a first subi^cnber 
nehvork; a Insl netwosk iuteifaee unti ( NJt '} at the fitst <,uhsot iber location, the 
first N!U HKiuding, a fust vx noietiS iian^^eix ct . and a yeconJ xvtteline 
connection to a second sub'^tjibci loaruon ha\i-ij a -eLosul .libscubef ne{\\<i!k 
wheiem tbe .second .subscnhji locau^Mi > tenuHc tiOintlic iust Mjbscnbei 
location; a second NIU at the second subscriber iocation. the second NiU 

including: a second wireless transceiver: and a third wireline connection to 

a third subscriber location having a third subscriber network, wherein the third 
subscriber location is remote from botli the first subscriber location and tlie 
second subscriber location , a thud NIU at the third subscriber location, the third 
NIU including: a third xvireless transceiver/' 

None of tlie cited references, taken individually or in any reasonable combination, 

disclose or suggest Applicant's recited subject tnatter as highliglited above, much less 

when taken in the flil! context of claim 44. None of the references show or imply three 
different wirelessly-linked transceivers, each associated, respectively, with one of three 
subscriber networks. For at least these reasons, claim 44 is allowable over the cited 
references. 

Dependent claims 45-50, dependent from claim 44, are allowable at least for 
reasons based on their respective dependencies from allowable claim 44. 



Claim 5 i is a method claim which tracks the language of claim 37 and is 
alknvabte for reasotis that are the same as or similar to those given for allowability of 

claim 37. 
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X: ^iew I iidependertt Ctaim 52: 

t iaim "^2 reads, on Applicant^ F-ig 6 Claim *i2 rei.ite^ / 

cipliHiihtv ol tii^twujk mteiiacc units sen iced b\ a neu\ oj k sttsn.e pun kIci 
each one of sai d u nn^ mt erf^^^^ rospcctne sub^ v-nbe} nctuoik said t^ach 

one ol said uinls nKludnm a wneless tjtan^cetset Loaliiiurcd lo \s tTeles^U 
communicate \mx\i othei ot bdid untis said each one o\ said untts being notmalh 
\^ uelme-connected to said service pro\ tder \ la a svv itch in i>aid unit (claim 52 
etnphasis added) 

None of the cited references, taken mdi viduaiiy or in any reasonable combination, 
disclose or suggest Applicant's recited subject matter as highlighted above, much less 
when taken m the liill context of claim 52. None of the references show or imply more 
than one network interface unit interfacing with its respective subscriber network, much 
less show or imply that in the fii!l context of claim 52. For at least these reasons, claim 
52 is allowable over the cited references. 

Depeiideiit claims 53-54, dependent from claim 52, are allowable at least for 
reasons based on their respective dependencies from allowable claim 52. 

XI; New Independent Claim 55; 

Claim 55 is a method claim which tracks the language of claim 52 and is 
allowable for reasons that are the same as or similar to those given for allowability of 
claim 52. 
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CONCLl-StON 

Reconsideration and aliowance ot'tiie pending claims are respectfuliy reqitested. 
It is respectfully submitted that all claims and, therefore, this applicatioti are in condition 
for allowance and prompt passage to issue is respectt\i!ly requested. ' 

To the extent necessary, a petition for extension of time under 37 t'.F.R. § 1.136 
is hereby made, the fee for which should be charged to deposit account niutiber 07-2347, 
Please charge any other fees due, or credit any overpayment made to that accoimt. 



Respectfiilly submitted, 

Date: October 7. 2010 /Joel Wall Reg, No. 25.648/ 

Joel Wall 

Attorney for App licant 
Registration No. 25,648 

Eddy Valvcrdc, Patent Paralegal 
VerizonPatem Management Group 
1320 North Courthouse Road, 9* Floor 

Arlington, VA 22201-2909 

703-3,51-3032 

CUSTOMER NO. 25,537 
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